AMENDMENT UNDER 37 C.F.R. §1.1 14(c) 
Application Number 10/684,688 



OurRef: Q77964 
Art Unit: 3711 



REMARKS 

Foreign Priority: 

Applicant thanks the Examiner for acknowledging Applicant's claim to foreign priority 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d), and for confirming that the certified copy of the priority document 
has been received at the Patent Office. 

Claim Rejections; 

Claims 1-24 are all of the claims pending in the present application and currently all of 
the claims stand rejected. 

35 U.S.C. § 102(b) Rejection - Claims 1-5, 19 and 21: 

Claims 1-5, 19 and 21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by the 
previously applied Aoyama reference. In view of the following discussion, Applicant 
respectfully traverses the above rejection. 

The Examiner continues to apply Aoyama and asserts that Aoyama discloses each and 
every aspect of the claimed invention. Applicant continues to disagree with the Examiner. 

As previously indicated, Aoyama fails to teach each and every limitation of claim 1. 
Specifically, Aoyama fails to teach a plurahty of flat surface regions on a surface of a golf ball or 
that a dimple is disposed within each of the plurality of the flat surface regions. Aoyama only 
teaches that the dimples 52 are disposed within a curved surface region and not a flat surface 
region. As shown in Fig. 5, the dimples 52 are disposed in curved regions 51. Although surface 
51 may appear to be flat in Fig. 5, it is well settled that the Figures of a patent are not accurate 
representations of true physical embodiments, and the patent clearly teaches that area 51 is 
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curved having a radius Ri. Thus, Fig. 5 shows that each dimple 52 is not surrounded by a flat 
region as recited in claim 1. As a result, Aoyama fails to teach each and every limitation of 
claims 1-5, 19 and 21. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claims 
1-5, 19 and 21 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

If the Examiner wishes to maintain this rejection, using the Aoyama reference. Applicant 
respectfully requests the Examiner specifically identify the disclosure within Aoyama on which 
the Examiner is relying to teach this aspect of the claimed invention. 

35 U.S.C. § 102(b) Rejection - Claims 1, 11, 23 and 24: 

Claims 1, 1 1, 23 and 24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 5,890,975 to Stiefel. In view of the following discussion, Applicant respectfully 
traverses the above rejection. 

As shown in the Figures, Stiefel is directed to a golf ball having circular shaped dimples 
mixed with "elongated dimples" on the surface of the ball to maximize dimple coverage. There 
is no disclosure, of any kind, of having any flat surface portions on the surface of the ball. 
Specifically, the Examiner's reliance on the hemispheres 11 and 12 as having "flat" portions is 
without merit. At no point does Stiefel disclose or suggest that either of the hemispheres 1 1 or 
12 have any "flat" portions. 

As a result, Stiefel fails to teach each and every limitation of claims 1, 11, 23 and 24. 
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claims 1, 11, 23 and 24 under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b) be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
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35 U.S.C § 102(a) & (e) Rejection - Claims 1-4, 7, 9, 10-12, 19, 22 and 24: 

Claims 1-4, 7, 9, 10-12, 19, 22 and 24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) & (e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,569,038 to Sullivan. In view of the following discussion, 
Applicant respectfully traverses the above rejection. 

Sullivan discloses a golf ball having varying dimple patterns on the surface thereof. 
Specifically, as shown in Figures 1 and 2a-2i, Sullivan discloses a ball 10 with a land surface 14 
having a plurality of dimples 12 positioned thereon. Additionally, the dimples 12 may have 
additional "sub-dimples 16" disposed within the land area 17 of the dimples 12. (See Figures 2a- 
2i). The "land surface 17 of the dimple 12 is the concave surface of the dimple unaffected by the 
sub-dimples or other sub-structures defined on the dimple. For spherical dimples, the land 
surface 17 is spherical or arcuate. The land surface [17] may also be flat or may have any 
irregular shape known in the art." See Sullivan, col. 3, lines 34-40. 

Thus, Sullivan does disclose using flat surfaces 17 on a golf ball, which surround dimples 
16. However, unlike the present invention, the flat surfaces 17 are within dimples 12 on the golf 
ball, and the outer land portions 14 of the ball remain spherical in shape. 

Therefore, Sullivan fails to disclose a golf ball having an outermost spherical surface 
where a "plurality of flat surface regions are formed on [the] outermost surface and a dimple is 
disposed within [the] plurality of the flat surface regions." See claim 1. there is no disclosure of 
having a flat surface on an outermost surface of the golf ball. As discussed above, the flat 
surfaces are within the dimples 12. This does not disclose the present invention. 
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As a result, Sullivan fails to teach each and every limitation of claims 1-4, 7, 9, 10-12, 19, 
22 and 24. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claims 1-4, 7, 9, 10- 
12, 19, 22 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) & (e) be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

35 U.S.C. § 103(a) Rejection - Claim 5: 

The Examiner has maintained the same rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) of claim 5, 
using the Beldham and Caschera references. Applicant submits that this rejection is an oversight 
by the Examiner, as the Examiner has withdrawn the use of Beldham to reject claim 1. Thus, 
Applicant will not specifically address this rejection. However, in any event. Applicant submits 
that claim 5 is patentable over the above references for the same reasons set forth in Applicant's 
Amendment filed May 20, 2004, and incorporates those arguments herein, 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) Rejection - Claims 6, 7, 9, 10, 12-18 and 22: 
Claims 6, 7, 9, 10, 12-18 and 22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Aoyama. As discussed above. Applicant submits that Aoyama fails to 
disclose each and every feature of the claimed invention as set forth in the independent claims. 
Specifically, there is no disclosure of having a flat surface on the surface of the golf ball. 
Additionally, Applicant submits that this claim feature would not have been obvious in view of 
the teachings of Aoyama. Therefore, Applicant submits that Aoyama fails to teach or suggest 
each and every feature of the above claims, and hereby requests the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the above 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claims 6, 7, 9, 10, 12-18 and 22, as the 
Examiner has failed to establish the necessary prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a). 
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Conclusion; 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 



Respectfully submitted, 




SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 
Telephone: (202) 293-7060 
Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 



Registration No. 47,177 



WASHINGTON OFRCE 



23373 



CUSTOMER NUMBER 



Date: October 20, 2004 
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